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■R. ^tl^qTPit/23/2005-Zt7M.—"RIR 1963 (1963 38 ) ^ ^JRT 49IRT 3 RtI JdlRw^T 3113Rit»I 

yif^4iT01 "'itlif ■R '^%or RTsf qifny ^ qalqiiRi '9 tR -qiti clnlil ^ 

W<I H«iiq RI*I yViH % 3 i 3 i ‘ 6 'tdl % I 

OTPIRHR ^ ,Ml4«{«t> 

3n^ 

(31^ 2005 % 25 >71%) 

^ ^ 555*1 ^rnt 'M'K ?7T 17 41^ 2003 % aio^ 3n^ SRI 0?^ 

sijHlRjd ^%\Ji 'ilci 5»iR qifwiM ^ ^ ^itH ^ 2 iri €l'yi(?l 5^ gn<r gyrira % ^ % 1 

2. 571 yil?(q«“i ^ |l:ii<t) 17 2003 % aiq^ 3n%a R. ^)55O’f1/87/2002-^l41^ iRi, 5©i 

%J%5 ^%«i ^IR*! 1 3^ 2003 ^ ^ <^141^! % g«Rira ^ signicjJi f%4i sit I crwrt 571 

yiR(<»'!''i%^RRi3ii^4f®giwff%t7m>l?icT4>7^f(l22 3Rg572003%t5^473n^gTRcif%qT 1 


3. €l^t€r%, P)**il^R3d5©i3ngRto7^%virilf%T^oift7i^^g7tn4f%4i|: s 

(i) 5?3i 4ki{ % ftr? q5»^?iq<7i (Rqiqj^) ^ 1 3i?1r 2003 ^ 

<?ii*j^f%or ooi *ii I 

5371 7W 97 , (28 314771 2003 3ir%n fWt os 70^ f%!n 041 «IT ^ 3!f»i)feT 71^ f, 

^'^^^raOTTRcftf ^4 tH 77R'R^€|#/ ^ gOIO ^7% % ftnj 3)fe<6K (^) gOPI 0)7^ OlcH 
30^ gi(6|<67«l 5171 OIRtI off f%OT 001 SIT I 

(ii) 7I707OT7(,’fl0SO 001710% ^70% 0710-^igof^OTTR 005 ftftl^oiorait 07 (f*I05^) 1800 

eio7noi%57soon]^5^tM%^oi7f7io^5ioR7ioT%^^IM%5il%5^f%^onft^sii i 

57T 00 01710 057^ §5, OOIRO 5171 OTOI07 Rl^ ^TSI OOf % f%0 ^ 710^ 

gOR 571 7l7f 07, 1 < 5711 # 2004 % 25% 051 f%J 00 % f% 0710 5171 6 OIS % 015 TOflSH OtI OfUJ^l 01 
001710 SRI 300 Ri^ onfr f%oi onooT, 5 oi(%oiiifto?%^ I 
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^ ‘R’ft ^ gRI 4R*1 ^ RTO’T W^Rb 

^ ^ ^qcISI RVl^d^«^SfRKv3TOgRi^3lfeg)a?5^iTl4^I^«f| I 

(iii) 'iIcT^iH^^fqg»TRt^c^T^g57^^'?TFI^^gi^oTT»ft^Wra'?^cira^^|3ll^’RH5m 

qiRtRj<i<b Ri*'[^ fePn ^'rar % ft? 9K^ aiRiRtw R<)Hri ^ ^ ^(<iR<k)ts*? ^ ■ilcfl 

(iv) ^ >Tl?[ nRqe’i, 'ti'Scb xi'ji‘ii' 1 ^ 3W''id Rr*fFl % Hi'd 'cs'd'^l 'M<71 i^ 

liTSfreR^arr^^-?!.'ift3JR-14011/2/2004-’Mtft^15P5W?f2005%WR^ 
Rbq?w^wraabR^Ri%^Rrnfq^ I 

afctljd <^141^1 % '^?Rft d-Sct ^ ^<s«4 Tip[ c()<^»i<( rjlcfl ^ ^TIcT 'fl'JtJI JJ'lW'l ^ y<lTl R^l^cl ^ 1 3)?|H 205 % 
elid'd ^ ^ Ri4'i( f^di ^ I 

tM ^ ^15 aifirajf? (qi ^) I fib ^ dJcSfiidT jrh ^ ^ yifii*y"i ski ai^ififei s? ^ aifiRbcm 

% ^?lcK jis^ ^ sift^ ^ gitef?ot €tTjipN^ gm ar^nlfird wo5 ^ 

^?^sRT sNfifd ^ erm I 

(vi) ai^pjcr, ?^OT%cf^iiHSWsTs5l3ig^2.83is!iR-ii'TkT'?i^g’iK^t^, 

44)'^ ^Rd dlv^ ^ 6CI'4 % fi(ll yifil<l7'<>^l ^ 3l'J'<|ti [^>41 % I 

4.1. fiiglfifr wi^ 5ifi>!ir % 3^g?TK, 'ftw fiiftt^ %riT? #? 

viM^Vl<j>Tll ’ddcK fi % yRI feMI % fip? ^ ^ gIT I 

4.2. #1^ ?i«ii vJM^Vi*Tii ^Fra:^ 7ra^fciv^^«ff I 

5 5^ TOT?f ^ xH<jfi)cI yfib^, yilt)q7X“i % ^JT^lfey ^ R'bl’^ 'K xiHct*! % 1RM (c'mR|4) 

^ "Wt SKI yy ^ 'iikki ^d?fira q£ffi yil 31^ ^ ^ I ^ ^ 

http;//tariffauthority.gov.in yy ^ vJ4ci*l I I 

6 . 1^1 yy ^ ^ ^Rh xjyifira ^ yiyiHi %,yis^ ^ Ri*-il«Rdd fieifii vj-hvc?! %; 

(i) M^f % yy ^ ^rfiy 'ein} sit ??i yil?i4>y“i sra 1 ^2003 ^ at’jnk'i Rp4i yyi 

ay I ^ fiiyi t Rf 5^ 5TfiraKyi 5RI ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

aft ^ y^ ^ ali^ ?fd aict% % fiixj ^ yifii^y^ % argylsy^^iKKci ^ aft | ^ ^ 
ygfiici syi HRRay y^T ^ ?yT yifiraKK % ai^yts^ ^ yi^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ 

cCTfflcf, (dcsir^y) y^ray ^ yra fir^ % ai^yi^ ft, ^ yiiei*y«i ^ aiy^ qiRiI^cs fifty? % 
amyy yy aiita i fd ysy s^ k^i^ yi aitoi 's^ yyn ^k ^r^taiyy ysm ^ fj 28 amd 2003 ^ yy> 

(ii) 4^ftd^1Rd tdfldy T^yftfiiw fe aipg^PKt ?5 ^ 

'ftx;?iy yyt3#!ft^ fiiftts (’ftyyyj-iiyiay^^te:^) ^ ^syymyjyrfaft ft ^ ftftjyi ftRy 

^ ^rrPRT ^ ^ fecTO 3IFT% V50}4t % I 

y§f yg ^yyi yRffirai #n fii €tfti€l ft^yiftcb'ftdyyM^fimftyfii yiyftt y*iK, 

yfiy ft yyfira y^y era? aisift ftg yatray ^ yra fifipe fft^ ^ ai^iray ft deiHtiftt yft ysxi 
eiftiftyy sii wfty fiiyr «y ^ *11^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ 

'yefftyrft Iygft crrTfiy?y?^ftRy^^^^ ^^ 

yoyft3ifijyi3r5icy ^ft ift^^mgftfttftiasKiyy^^^yiy^^^^SKiywift^yyKft 
aifirsyaft i 

fttfttSi ft fiejfii yft yiftisn yy y? fi> ysri fiyiyftt % yjK^ ?yi% yyiy yy yi^ 

yfii ysri ft y i y g % y?[y ^ ai^yny yfti t i yyiy ^ yfii yfiiftl any ftl, yifiiy y'K ^ ^ ^ 

fiyfif fttftyjra yy> «tTft y?^ ^ cfl i??i yift y>?ftyy ^ yft yira-yP yiy^ yi^ ap y yfii ai Piyi4 ^ 
ytnjft t ?nys, ^yi smy«n y^, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

<iiRiRjy<t> Ri<si<ft yy yy Pi4<4 ftft yft xteiie ^ ? i 
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^ 5^0^ ^ ^ 5RH ^ ^ «frai t 1 

5^;^ ftraw^ ^ JRtT Jppn^t 5^ ^ ^ ^ 'H^iw I ^ 'rtidRl* Si'^VId 'R ^ ^ 'tiwM 

^nflHi ^'n’TO $ 13 ffif^^g^c ®5 4 ^^^i€l?ft/ 

’C<Jl<feN ‘P'cai % I 

(iii) jraf^g^^3raiafR«n%3!5HR,lfl3lfeW4 5Rl Pwfftcf^«^o‘i 

l 3 Rrqq. 

^ ^ sjT 5 ?f yife<i>'(“i 5 RI PitilRd ^ ^ affirm ^ 'R ^ ^ ^ (n-^lciim ( 3 ifJt<pi'<) % i ^ mRas’i, 
^TS^ 4 Pt 4 ft 4 ? 5 I ^ ^ 4 Pf # 5 ncT 4 gm BloT ft ^ y)ftd 'H?hl®)d y^otp 4 l 4 < 19 fl ’ft H 6 i 4 n*!l / yi^^c 
sf*N^ auSi^ ^i 4 ( 4>3 ^rarara) ^ sH^Pfef 45 ^ ^ feR aravt^f 3 PRT% 45 r 3 ife^ 

KIPT ^ f? 3W^ <1l(^l(^^ % anCTR 4?. 'SS 3HqiW4) 3lRl'tjfqa ^ ^ 

^eMi I I ^ if w gRi ^ ■aicPi 9^e^ efRF^ 4?t a!ra?4^ 

I 

^ Ezjpr ^ TO % ftj ^ ^'RFT % 353^151'R 'RH ^^ira if w eipj^^irai 

4f«Ri (^fo^p^ji 4 tPrt ^ 4>f gra ^ if 3?5»rt^ 5 rh 4?f I i ^pi’twi, 

f^5!n % fvi^ 3?3^ 3n^?r gRi'HH fopn ^RiT % I 

(iv) a4^^3R^g^fWjm 13i?ta20()5^3rgptf^5B^^ajf?f«f^fi4Tt 

an^ <)iHMy:, jprra ^ Mif^ 1^ w?Rf f 13^c^ Pittk*'! % 1^ wiffiRi ’ft, ^ era? 
apraT 4 t=^ MRR«lci^ 4 >f^^ift. anft?r%’m^^^ftfip 4 p^ 4 )rgmpT^f i 

4?4f^fif^g^%3nEJR’R4<?l<ft t I 4l'Ji*ii if 't’d^ % 

loTJ. gft 3iP(<ii4a;, Pfw^ j)»ii9-1 "ijijfw 2005 ft ^ Piv'ti'ft 4>'f^ 4ft oi5*ilq*i ijeSH <i«*ii el'ii i 

7 . ^ WR ^ cfeRuif ft, ^ % anejR 'R 4 ? JliRtW'l, a«t( R’f 

ftftf ^ ^ g’erfera iffiR ^ ^ ftif ^ ^ ^ 13$cr 2005 ft atgftg^ ggR 

4 Rcnl I cr^?tR ftfifld % if ft if, 3 )I^mPi<*> }i(<iyM ?epi ^ % I 

31 . ftfpR^, 3 I»T^ 

[ft5FmiI/IV/143/2005-3M. ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTBFICATKWil 
Mumbai, the 3rd May, 2005 

No. TAMP/23/2005-TPT.—^In exercise of flie powras conferred by Section 49 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 
(3 8 of 1963), die Tariff Authority for Major Ports haeby ^proves the proposal received from the Tutiebrin Port Trust (TPT) 
for withdrawal of packs^e marine charges on mainline container vessels as in the Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Case No: TAMP/23/2005-TPT 

Tuticorin Port Trust (TPT) ... Applicant 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 25th day of April 2005) 

This case relates to a proposal received from the Tuticorin Port Trust (TPT) for 
withdrawal of the package marine charges on mainline container vessels approved by this 

Authority earlier vide its Order dated 17 March 2003. 
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2. This Authority vide its order number TAMP/87/2002-TPT dated 17 March 2003 
had approved the proposal of TPT for re-introducing package marine charges for main line 
container vessels w.e.f. 1 April 2003. Subsequently, this Authority had passed another Order 
on 22 October 2003 amending certain provisions in the said Order. 

3. The TPT has proposed to withdraw the package marine charges on the 
following main grounds: 

(i) . Concessional package marine charge was introduced for mainline container 

vessels with effect from 1 April 2003 with the approval of the Authority. 

At that point of time, the Order (dated 28 August 2003) clarifying that the rates 
approved are ceiling rates and rebates are floor level; and granting flexibility to 
port to offer discount/rebate at the port level was not passed by the Authority. 

(ii) . Subsequently, the Ministry of Shipping has issued a direction to the TPT to 

reduce the vessel related charges of mainline container vessels of more than 
1800 TEUs capacity on specific voyages to the level prevalent in Colombo 
port. In compliance with this direction, the vessel related charges for main line 
container vessels on the voyage specified by the Ministry were reduced by 
25% with effect from 1 July 2004 subject to a review by the port after six 
months or any other direction from the Ministry whichever is earlier. 

The reduction in the vessel related charges nullified the application of the 
package marine charges approved by the TAMP as it was found more 
favourable to the trade than the concession available from the package marine 
charge. 

(iii) . The benefits arising to the port due to introduction of reduced vessel related 

charges has been examined and the port has come to a commercial decision 
that the additional concession offered did hot generate additional call of 
vessels commensurate with the concession offered nor there has been any 
increase in the vessel related income. 

(iv) . This matter was referred to the Department of Shipping, under Ministry of 

Shipping, Road Transport and Highways seeking their advice. The Ministry 
vide their letter No. PR-14011/2/2004-PG dated 15 February 2005 has advised 
the port to take fresh decision based on commercially sound principles. 

The Board of Trustees of the TPT have, therefore, decided to withdraw the 
concession offered to mainline container vessels in vessel related charges with 
effect from 1 April 2005. 

(v) . In view of the above position, and also recognising that the existing tariff 

prescribed by the Authority are ceiling level and the ports have the flexibility to 

offer discounts or withdraw the discount within the ceiling limit of TAMP 
approved rate, the continuance of package marine charges approved by TAMP 
is not found warranted. 

(vi) . It has, therefore, requested the Authority to delete the package marine charges 

for mainline container vessels prescribed in its existing Scale of Rates in 
Schedule 2.8, Chapter II - Vessel Related Charges with effect from 1 April 
2005. 


4.1, In accordance with the consultative procedure prescribed, the proposal was 

forwarded to the PSA SICAL Terminals Limited (PSASICAL) and the concerned users 
organisations seeking their comments. 
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4.2. Comments received from the PSA SICAL and the user organisations were 

forwarded to TPT seeking their comments. We have not received any response from the TPT 
in this regard. 

5. The proceedings relating to consultation in this case are available on records 
at the office of this Authority. An excerpt of the comments received and arguments made by 
the concerned parties will be sent separately to the relevant parties. These details are also 
available at our website http;//tariffauthority.gov.in 

6. With reference to the totality of the information collected during the processing 
of this case, the following position emerges; 

(i) . The existing package marine charge was approved by this Authority w.e.f. 1 

April 2003 at the request of the TPT. As pointed out by the TPT, the rates 
fixed by this Authority then were ‘the’ rates for the port trusts and even any 
reduction of tariff required approval of this Authority. In view of this 
arrangement existed then, the package marine charge for main line container 
vessels was introduced with the approval of this Authority. 

Subsequently, in compliance with the direction from the (then) Ministry of 
Shipping, this Authofity had passed an Order on 28 August 2003 giving the 
flexibility to the major ports to charge lower rates or to offer higher rebates 
based on their commercial judgment. 

(ii) . Some of the users like the Tuticorin Steamer Agents Association (TSAA), the 

Indian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (ICCI) and PSA SICAL Terminals 
Limited (PSA SICAL) have raised objection against withdrawal of this package 
marine charge. 

It is relevant to mention that the TPT in compliance with a specific direction 
from the Ministry to reduce the vessel related charge in respect of main line 
container vessels to the level prevalent in Colombo Port had exercised the 
flexibility offered to the major ports and reduced the vessel related charges in 
respect of main line container vessels by 25% w.e.f. 1 July 2004. Reduced 
vessel related charges were reportedly found to be more favourable to the 
trade in comparison to the package marine charge earlier introduced. The 
concession offered by the TPT for the last nine months was, therefore, more 
than the level envisaged by the package marine charge. 

It may be significant to note that no tariff incentive scheme can run indefinitely. 
The TPT on a review of the position has observed that the additional vessels 
calling at the port on account of the concessions offered do not commensurate 
to the level of concessions offered. The vessel related income of the port is 
also not reported to have increased. If this situation continues on a long run, 
the other vessels cross-subsiding main line container vessels will become 
inevitable. Perhaps, in realisation of this not- so-reasonable arrangement, the 

Government has also subsequently advised port to take fresh decisions on 
commercial principles. 

Tariff in the Scale of Rates (SOR) are fixed with reference to overall cost of 
providing the service. If necessary, the Tariff Regulator can reduce the basic 
rates in the SOR which is possible only at the general review conducted at 
periodic intervals. Offering any discount over the notified tariff is solely a 
commercial judgment of a port authority. In view of this position, this Authority 
accepts the request of the TPT based on its commercial judgment. 
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(iii). As per the present tariff setting arrangement in vogue, the rates prescribed by 
this Authority are ceiling level and rebates are floor level. The major ports, 
therefore, have the flexibility to charge lower tariff or offer higher rebates than 
the level prescribed by this Authority, if they so desire. The revised tariff 
guidelines recently announced by the Ministry of Shipping, Road, Transport & 
Highways (MSRTH) also provide the flexibility to major ports / private terminals 
to adopt sliding scale of rates to motivate greater performance. Because of 
this flexibility available, as correctly pointed out by the TPT, it can reduce the 
notified rates wherever necessary based on its commercial judgment keeping 
in view the market dynamics. Viewed from this perspective, a separate 
concessional tariff need not be imposed on the port by the Regulator. 

It is noteworthy that this Authority had recently allowed withdrawal of the 
volume discount scheme on containers at the Cochin Port Trust at the request 
of the port. Incidentally, even the Visakhapatnam Port Trust has recently made 
a similar request for withdrawal of the concessional tariff for package marine 
charge which has been approved by this Authority in a separate Order. 

(iv). The TPT has requested to approve its proposal with retrospective effect from 1 
April 2005. The Orders passed by this Authority are generally with prospective 
effect. The revised guidelines for tariff fixation also provide for prospective 
implementation of the Order unless under exceptional circumstances. 

In the instant case, the scheme operates on financial year basis. Making the 
scheme inapplicable for the current financial year 2005-06 will inevitably 
warrant retrospective approval from 1 April 2005. 

7- In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority approves the proposal of the TPT for withdrawal of the 
existing package marine charges for main line container vessels w.e.f. 1 April 2005. 
Accordingly, the relevant provisions in the Scale of Rates of the TPT in this regard are deleted. 


A. L. BONGIRWAR, Chairman 
[ADVT/III/IV/M3/2{)05-Exty.] 
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